Brand Loyalty has become a truism in trademark discourse. Consumers tend to formulate their purchasing decisions by the power of consumption-momentum. That is to say they buy what they have already bought in the past and opt for the brands that they have already had a positive experience with. Experienced consumers manifest devotion to their preferred brands. This is the essence of Brand Loyalty. But should this Brand Loyalty be reciprocated by the brand owner? Is there such loyalty by the brand towards the consumer? Should the brand owner sustain the quality of products covered by his brand? Even more so, should he maintain any other defining attribute of the product (or service) marketed under his brand? And are such demands from the brand owner still of relevance in an age of expanding outsourcing? This paper explains why all of these questions should be answered in the affirmative. This paper argues that just as there is Brand Loyalty, there is (or, at least, there should be) Loyalty of the Brand. My assertion is that Loyalty of the Brand constitutes a morally sound concept which is inherently compatible with the general philosophy underlying trademarks and brands, and which rests firmly on numerous legally accepted disciplines and doctrines that form the backbone of
INTRODUCTION
Consider this situation; Jack was hooked on CONALIB electronic products. He always believed that electronic products from Germany were of the highest standard and quality. Jack wanted to buy a new TV. So, without hesitation, Jack bought a new CONALIB TV. He was extremely disappointed upon discovering that the TV was not produced in Germany but rather in another country. He was even more upset to discover that his new CONALIB TV was of an all-around lesser quality than he expected. Jack, felt a need to express his frustration. He logged on to CONALIB's website and then posted the following: "Why are you still using the
CONALIB brand if your TVs are no longer produced in Germany? Why do you pretend to be what you are not? It's Unfair!"
Is Jack's notion of fairness right? This is, among other things, what this research explores.
Brand Loyalty has become a truism in trademark discourse. Consumers tend to formulate their purchasing decisions by the power of consumption momentum. That is to say they buy what they have already bought in the past and opt for the brands that they have already experienced. Consumers tend to manifest devotion to specific brands. This is the essence of Brand Loyalty. But should this relationship be reciprocated by the brand or rather by the brand owner? Do the brand and/or its owners owe any loyalty towards the consumer? Should the brand owner maintain the quality of products covered by his brand? Even more so, should he maintain any other defining attribute of the product (or service) marketed under his brand? And are such demands of the brand owner still of relevance in an age of globally expanding outsourcing?
In this research, I argue that all of these questions should be answered in the affirmative. I contend that just as there is Brand Loyalty, so there should be Loyalty of Brands. As I explain in this research, this concept of Loyalty of the Brand is morally sound and is inherently compatible with the general philosophy underlying trademarks and brands, and it also rests firmly on numerous legally accepted disciplines and doctrines that are while the phenomenon of Brand Loyalty is recognized by many, there is no wholehearted agreement as to its nature and its attributes (or lack thereof).
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In fact there exist two diverging views as to the potential ramifications of Brand Loyalty and while some speak highly of its attributes, others are more skeptical and focus on its pitfalls. On the one hand, there are those that view Brand Loyalty as a most vivid reflection of autonomous choice by the consumer i.e. that he or she choose to stick with a specific brand despite the ever-increasing number of competing brands over the same market segment. On the other hand, brand loyalty, is seen, as symptomatic of a submissive consumer base that feels overwhelmed by the sheer number of brands to choose from or the information that they need to encompass to Evidence, Chung Hua University-Department of Finance; National Sun Yat-sen University, at 1-4 (June 2011). For more on how risk aversion impacts consumer choice see Miao Miao & Krishna Jayakar, Bounded Rationality and Consumer Choice: An Evaluation of Consumer Choice of Mobile Bundles in China, 1-2 (Mar. 29, 2013) . In their paper, Miao and Krishna examine the rationality of consumers' choice of alternative mobile bundling plans comprising voice, short message service and internet data offered by a major wireless provider in China. Using a large dataset of consumer usage, billing information and demographics, they demonstrate that the vast majority of consumers chose nonoptimal bundles, most choosing more expensive bundles than the one warranted by their actual level of usage. They found that the probability of non-optimal selection increased with the complexity of bundling plans, and decreased with the length of time the user has been in a subscription relationship with a service provider, suggesting a "learning effect" by which users optimized their choice over repeated subscription cycles. They show that consumer choice is affected by three elements: the risk aversion hypothesis, the complexity hypothesis and the learning effect hypothesis. In their view, the risk aversion hypothesis states that users will prefer to subscribe to a more expensive bundle to avoid possible overages in usage and the consequent unpleasant surprises. The complexity hypothesis states that the probability of non-optimal selection will increase with the complexity of bundles. The learning effect hypothesis states that users will eventually "learn" to better optimize their bundle selection over repeated subscription cycles, with the result that the probability of non-optimal selection will decrease with the duration of a consumers continuous subscription relationship with a service provider. It is worth noting that risk aversion is not limited to consumers.make a single purchasing choice.
3 Granted, consumers in many markets face a growing variety of products grouped under different umbrella brands, and can access vast amounts of information about these products. This may result in increasing product-level competition between firms. However, some observers argue that the increase in the availability of products and information can cause clutter and confusion, and that brands play a useful role as a form of commercial "short hand" that convey information about their underlying products. 4 This effect works to reduce product-level competition and increase the relative importance (and relevance) of brands. Hence Brand Loyalty is also some form of safe haven that is intended to shield consumers from market clutter! In his research on the effects of Brand Loyalty, Halim highlights the relationship between brand trust (for whatever the brand stands for) and its effect on consumer choice.
5 In Halim's view, that effect ultimately affects the brands performance. That is to say, Brand Loyalty is not a thing that just happens by a stroke of luck, rather it emanates from the deepest fathoms of the consumers' inner being where trust resides. In this context Halim contends that: a brand [owner] has to really understand what consumers desire most, by way of both utilitarian and hedonic values. And in doing so consumers are likely to feel that the brand is actually an integral part of themselves and of their lives. 6 Interestingly, Brand Loyalty is so impactful on consumers that it is oftentimes used not only in marketing but also as a tool which indirectly increases the term of patent protection. Parchomovsky and Siegelman submit that "[w]hen a patentee can develop brand loyalty among its customers, the existence of trademark protection allows her to extend its protection even after her patent expires, and thereby earn higher profits than would be possible without such leverage."
But does this mean that Brand Loyalty can overcome all obstacles connected with the brand? Obviously not, well, at least not in theory. Notably, Halim's empirical research shows (with respect to four coffee brands) that the utilitarian and hedonic value of the brand is not sufficient, in and of itself, to create brand affect and brand trust. These are contingent on the existence of other more dominant attributes such as quality, uniqueness and availability. This shows that a brand owner cannot base his strategy solely on the hedonic and utilitarian values in the consumer's perception but that they have to ensure quality, uniqueness and availability as well. In simpler terms, the utilitarian and hedonic values can do so much to propel the brand forward but in order for the brand to maintain its momentum it needs to have additional attributes; in the overall experience of the brand.
8 Thus, while Brand Loyalty might be based on what the brand has been about, its continued success is contingent on what it does and continues to do in the future. But, even if Halim's assertion is correct, it is not sufficient in and of itself to keep the brand (and its owner) on their toes. In other words, in a world full of competing brands and a lack of timely and unbiased information, the consumer cannot really make clear and informed determinations about the quality of different (competing) brands. Thus, he usually resorts to the information that is supplied to him by the producers through advertising or by simply (being predominantly a risk averter) sticking with a given brand without really making the effort to examine its attributes or to consider its substitutes. In this regard, Anand and Shachar, in their empirical research, demonstrate that "individuals are not fully informed about products' attributes." 9 They show that consumers rely on the (umbrella) "brand image" of firms in order to resolve this uncertainty, 304064 . In their view, this patent/trademark leverage is actually efficiency-enhancing, that is because "it gives patentees an incentive to price less monopolistically than they would if their protection terminated upon the expiration of the patent." This is also reminiscent of LEGO Corporation's zeal to protect its brand at all costs and to prevent others from any use of it even if not on toys but on other brands. Brands, Information, and Loyalty, 13-14 (HBS Comp. & Strategy, Working Paper No. 00-069, 2000) , available at http://ssrn.com/abstract=240792. Bharat and Shachar contend that a consumer's loyalty to a brand stems from one of four reasons: switching costs (or, state dependence); homogeneity in offerings of products by different brands; unobserved tastes or emotional attachment to a brand; and, incomplete information about product attributes).
and that the "reliance on brand attributes is greater than the reliance on product attributes." 10 A vivid example of the impact of Brand Loyalty on consumers emanates from a test involving the Coca-Cola brand vis-à-vis an imaginary "Lora Cola" brand. In that test conducted in 1996 by Zaichkowsky and Simpson, it was observed that those who were most brand loyal to Coca-Cola continued to rate that taste experience (of poor tasting Cola that was placed in a Coca-Cola bottle) higher than the good tasting (the real Coke) from the fake Lora Cola bottle. In this regard, Zaichkowsky submits that "such is the power of brand equity and loyalty that the perception that comes with well-known trademark and trade dress overrides the actual experience of what is inside the package."
11 In this regard, the brand experience mimics to a great extent the Ames Room optical illusion, where things might seem smaller or larger than they are just by reason of location (or placement).
12 Indeed, in the case of brands our commercial perception of their stature and value is directly affected by both our exposure to them but also by our inclination to avert exposure to their competitors or to access information that might alter our preferences.
II. THE NEED FOR LOYALTY OF BRANDS
Given all of the above, it is logical to conclude that while Brand Loyalty exists, it is not always a product of a rational choice, given that consumers in many cases tend to act on that loyalty based on brand groups rather than single products, and they do so absent full information pertaining to the products (or services) YOUTUBE (Aug. 25, 2010) , https:// www.youtube.com/watch?v=vhoSqSHMIAc (An Ames room developed by the American ophthalmologist Adelbert Ames, Jr. in 1934, is constructed so that from the front it appears to be an ordinary cubic-shaped room, with a back wall and two side walls parallel to each other and perpendicular to the horizontally level floor and ceiling. However, this is a trick of perspective and the true shape of the room is trapezoidal: the walls are slanted and the ceiling and floor are at an incline, and the right corner is much closer to the front-positioned observer than the left corner (or vice versa).
is to say that it is not possible to rely on the consumer himself to make determinations. Rather, the consumer is effectively in need of "external" assistance that would offset the inherent (often times self-imposed) bias that he might have for some brands because of his loyalty that is based on sketchy data and information and on (perceived) image than on objective quality.
13 Indeed, this consistent lack of timely and complete information prompts the question as to the counterbalance that needs to be put in place in order to offset this existing (inherent) deficiency. This counterbalance should, in my opinion, be in the form of a reaction to brand loyalty namely, "Loyalty of the Brand" towards its consumers. In my view, just as the brand owner has privileges emanating from his property over his brand, so too does he have an obligation towards the end-consumer. This chapter is devoted to exploring and justifying the need for this counter loyalty; this "Loyalty of the Brand."
In trying to address this question of Loyalty of the Brand, one is required to first think about the nature of marks and why they came to be. This analysis is needed in order to show that Loyalty of the Brands is indeed an important prerequisite for the continued use, indeed existence, of marks and (even more so) brands as we know them to be.
A. Loyalty of the Brand and the Ultimate Purpose of Marks
Brands and trademarks generally have existed in order to serve a dual purpose: The first, and obvious reason is to function as a tool for denoting the source of the products and services that they cover. The second, less obvious reason is to create a "codified" market in which the trademark encapsulates all of the information that the consumer seeks in his endeavor to choose a certain product that is available among a wide array of other competing products.
14 In this regard, one can assume that trademarks play a crucial role in forming the contract that underlies the business deal that is struck between the consumer and the seller (or service provider). However, the main problem with viewing trademarks as a "thing" that encapsulates product information is that there is, in fact, a deficiency in the information that trademarks contain. In other words, trademarks, in the context of salerelevant information, tend to imply more than supply. Desai observes that "trademark law's current conception of information and how trademarks enable information transmission is underdeveloped."
15 According to Desai, this has led to a world where trademark law hinders the flow of information in markets. 16 Indeed, the consumer, as the lesser informed party in the transaction, exercises his freedom of choice based on various pieces of information. Clearly, that information is not always correct and is oftentimes patchy and based on misconceptions. I share this view. Trademarks, as they function today, are reminiscent of a "one way" street in which the mark is pushed towards the customer without the customer really having any say in the matter or having the ability to react to changes in the mark. In my view, this state of affairs is not satisfactory. In my view, the legitimacy (for lack of a better term) of the brand should stem from the quality of the product or services that it covers and not vise-versa. 17 That is why, there needs to be another legal norm or principle, tasked with counterbalancing this deficiency in the functioning of marks (and brands). Naturally, this counterbalance is not intended to nullify the existence of brand loyalty or to prevent successful marks from thriving, but, rather it is intended to inhibit any misuse of the power that is harnessed through brand loyalty. In simpler terms, just as the consumer puts his trust in the mark, so too the mark owner should reward its "loyal" consumer with various incentives including transparency, truth, and preciseness. That is what I have referred to here as Loyalty of the Brand. As such, both Brand Loyalty 15 Deven R. Desai, Response: An Information Approach to Trademarks, 100 GEO. L.J. 2119, 2119 (2012) . 16 Desai, supra note 15, at 2119-20. 17 Desai, supra note 15, at 2122 (Desai states that with little evaluation beyond this first encounter-let alone communication back about the good or service-exactly how or when consumers push producers to create better products is uncertain. This system also takes the view that a trademark is part of a stable vocabulary. Trademark law thinks of each trademark as a sign capable of having a singular, consistent meaning. It is an approach that believes in a "perfectly order [ed] ," one-to-one relationship for a word and a thing. "Such languages are artificial: they do not exist in nature." Nor do they exist for the way Trademarks are used and operated.).
and Loyalty of the Brand, are two sides of the same coin; the Golden coin (as it where) of fair trade. One is not complete without the other.
B. Loyalty of the Brand as the Core of a Commercial Contract
Contract theory and freedom of contract assume that both contracting parties knowingly and willfully enter into a contract. Such knowledge and will is thus contingent on there being an environment of clear and specific information as to the product or service that is at the heart of the commercial contract. Which begs the question: How can one ensure the basic notion of this free will in contracts if at its core lays a brand that lies?
Thus, Loyalty of the Brand is not intended to be a catchy term denoting moral interactions between consumer and brand owner. Rather, it is a crucial mechanism without which the entire commercial contract construct may capitulate to outright "cat in the sack" type commerce, where we buy stuff or receive services and hope for the best! My view is further enhanced by the good faith requirement that underlies contract law. Indeed, while some legal systems may not have a formal requirement of good faith, this requirement also stems from the very notion of what commercial contracts are all about; to allow the consumer to make informed decisions. Here I need to emphasize that in my view, good faith does not amount to complete and utter disclosure of every minute element pertaining to the commercial business deal. In this regard, we would not expect a party to disclose to its counterpart that a better deal (pricewise) can be stuck elsewhere. Business logic dictates that parties seek the best deal that they can attain within the bounds of law and morality. Yet, if brands have indeed become beacons of light in a (treacherous) sea of information, then this will entail that they be used in a way that would guide rather than mislead the consumer to his destination (safely). Indeed, this view is in line with the (above mentioned) dual function of marks that of indicating source and that of signaling quality. With respect to the later function, it is clear that any deviation from the quality that is encapsulated in the brand constitutes a deviation from the "Promise" that the brand carries therein, and thus, also a deviation from the consumer's expectation. Hence, any deviation undermines the entire construct of the free will in the underlying commercial contract.
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C. Loyalty of the Brand as a Reflection of the Brand Owner-Customer Fiduciary Duty
My view as to the application of the Loyalty of the Brand concept through good faith can be further enhanced (and leveraged) by what I deem to be a fiduciary duty that the brand owner has towards the customer.
19 That is because, not only is the brand a commercial tool, it is a certificate of "trust" that binds the customer to the product or service marketed under that given brand. Indeed, the legal system is dotted with different circumstances in which this duty applies. Suffice it to note cases involving trusteebeneficiary and director-shareholder. The common denominator in all of these cases is that party A trusts party B, and so party A becomes vulnerable to harm as a result (of the misconduct by party B). Such a state of affairs applies to the case of brands given that consumers trust the brand and indeed manifest loyalty to it. According to Smith, "fiduciary law supplements self-help by depriving the fiduciary of the benefits from opportunism." 20 He also contends that " [w] here self-help is effective, fiduciary constraints are relatively weak, and where self-help is weak, fiduciary constraints are relatively intense." In this regard, given that consumers are (ex-ante) inherently misinformed about the quality of products and services and given that consumers may (at best) discover the lack of brand loyalty only ex-post, it is only logical to apply a fiduciary duty in order to promote a higher level of ethical conduct on the part of the seller or service provider.
I would further stress that there is an undisputable interconnection between marketing and morality in brands. These two elements are not mutually exclusive. On the contrary, they are intertwined, especially due to the "conventional" method by which products are sold and services rendered. That is to say that many sellers and service providers now operate in a wide geographical or international scope and (understandably) with almost no person-to-person (interpersonal) interaction between the brand owner and the consumer. Hence, there is need for more transparency. The best way to achieve that is through enhancing the "moral" imperative imbedded in branding. With that said, the role of morality in trademarks does not seem to fit well in any of its two acceptable justifications, the economic one and the Lockean natural rights theory. Sheff proposes a third method, with which I agree. 21 He analyzes the laws of trademark and unfair competition as a system of moral obligations between producers and consumers drawing on the contractarian tradition in moral philosophy. He, as I, believes that this "contractualist" theory "holds great promise not only as a descriptive and prescriptive theory of trademark law, but as a framework for normative analysis in consumer protection law generally."
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D. The Importance of Loyalty of the Brand in a World of Outsourcing
Crucially, another reason why Loyalty of the Brand needs to be recognized reverts back to the nature of the globalized world in which we now live. While brands once covered products in a specific and localized setting, they are today much more elusive and now cover products of a vastly varying nature than their predecessors. This is largely owed to outsourcing where services and products are no longer comprised of the same original components or elements. However, before I elaborate further I would like to shed light on the nature of outsourcing and how it interacts with the world of production and services.
There is no denying it, we live in a globalized world where information, people, products, services and production exist in a fast moving environment with fewer borders and limitations. Manufacturers and service-providers (of all types) now have various venues to consider when choosing to manufacture or produce a product or to render a service. Geographic proximity is no longer the obvious choice for production. Given the movement of goods and information, outsourcing is not primarily about expanding sales but more about cutting costs.
Indeed, outsourcing in all forms-on shore, near shore and off shorehas emerged as a popular strategy for companies seeking to cut costs associated with traditional production or rendering of services.
Outsourcing has become the norm. So much so that a debate has ensued as to what products (or services) could still be considered as "national" products of a defined geographic location. The SWISS mark constitutes a case in point. In 2009 the Swiss parliament had resolved to deprive any product from the lucrative SWISS mark if its components originating in Switzerland account for less than 60% of its total composition. 23 15750C0A96F9C8B63. "What, exactly, is a Swiss watch? That question, now under examination by the Swiss Federal Council, the government's executive authority, is generating heated debate in the watch industry, where the fate of some manufacturers hangs on the answer. A "Swiss Made" watch is not necessarily made entirely in Switzerland. By a 1971 ordinance of the council, modified in 1992, a watch may legally bear the label "Swiss" or "Swiss Made" if it has a Swiss movement and is cased up in Switzerland, where the manufacturer must have carried out its final inspection. Furthermore, components of Swiss manufacture must account for at least 50 percent of the total value-not number of parts-exclusive of assembly costs. But with watchmakers importing an ever-increasing number of parts, the council announced in October that it intended to tighten the legal definition of "Swiss Made" applicable to all products, including horological. Proposed legislation would raise the value threshold to 60 percent." 24 E.g., Gene M. Grossman & Elhanan Helpman, Outsourcing in a Global Economy, 72 REV. OF ECON. STUD., 135, 135 (2005) . According to Grossman and Helpman: "we live in an age of outsourcing. Firms seem to be subcontracting an ever expanding set of activities, ranging from product design to assembly, from research and development to marketing, distribution, and after-sales service." They add that some firms have gone so far as to become "virtual" manufacturers, owning designs for many products but making almost nothing themselves. Vertical disintegration is especially evident in international trade. In this context Grossman and Helpman refer to a World Trade Organization (1998) which details the production of a particular "American" car: That report shows that 30% of the car's value goes to Korea for assembly, 17.5% to Japan for components and advanced technology, 7.5% to Germany for design, 4% to Taiwan and Singapore for minor parts, 2.5% to the United Kingdom for advertising and marketing services, and 1.5% to Ireland and Barbados for data processing. This means that only 37% of the production value ... is generated in the United States." Bearing in mind that this brand if more than 60% of its components come from Indonesia? Should another shoe be marketed under an Italian brand if all of its components are produced in China and the shoe is produced on Italian soil? Is this case the same for cars or for toothpaste? These are some of the questions that emanate from the interface between brands, globalization and outsourcing.
Obviously, my approach to outsourcing is not about reproach. I do not dispute the position according to which outsourcing is an important, indeed legitimate, tool for industry. In this regard, I agree with McGee's findings. Clearly, outsourcing has become a reality, and it appears that it is here to stay. 25 In essence, national pride is no longer contingent on national production. On the contrary, countries and nations now pride themselves on the fact that they have "gone global" not only in terms of marketing but also in terms of production. The motives for outsourcing appear to be financially sound given that, according to some estimates, outsourcing can reduce costs by about 30 percent. Still, outsourcing does not come without cost to the economy. 26 However, due to the scope of this research, I shall only deal, here, with the ramifications of outsourcing on branding.
In the context of branding, the pressure for engaging in outsourcing, in order to cut costs, can also go rouge (as far as consumers are concerned)! By this I mean that the brand owner may not only shift his production to less costly venues or labor (or both) but also, opt for cutting corners in components, quality, quality control, best practices, and oversight. As a result, the brand becomes an empty shell or a façade and effectively part of WTO report dates back to the late 1990s, it is easy to envision that the national share of the national portion of the car is value of the car, or any other product or service for that matter. Series, No. 1103 , available at http://papers.ssrn.com/ sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=985741. Bardhan and Kroll, assess the potential impact of the ongoing phenomenon of services offshoring (frequently referred to as outsourcing in the media) by analyzing the occupational structure of the U.S. labor market. They consider the occupational attributes of off shoreability, point out the institutional characteristics, wage-differences and other features of the recipient economies, such as India, and compare and contrast manufacturing and services offshoring. They contend that 14 million jobs or 11% of the employed labor force is vulnerable and at-risk to offshoring. the cover up. This practice is not only harmful to the consumer but ultimately to the brand owner as well. But therein lies the fine line that some brand owners might be aiming for; for while the harm (direct or indirect) to the consumer is immediate, the harm to the brand and its owner may not materialize and, in some cases, may only appear at a later stage. Thus, while consumers may experience harm in close proximity to the commercial transaction, the brand owner will not. That is simply because consumers are, by definition, less informed, and in some cases less sophisticated, so as to shift their consumption choices based on a single experience. And even if consumers do react quickly, there are always new consumers "hopping" on board. Consider the example pertaining to buying a car. While the consumer might elect to purchase a certain brand given the decades-old goodwill associated with that brand, that same consumer will, in almost all cases, not be aware of the fact that the new car now bearing the same OLD brand is not made by the same car maker and does not necessarily contain the same high quality components. So while the new car of a lesser quality will almost immediately reduce the quality of customer experience, it will take much more than that for this dissatisfaction to manifest itself in the company's brand values and consumer perception thereof. The same holds true for cheaper off the shelf consumer goods where the consumer may not have the objective tools to detect changes in the product, which might still taste the same. This holds true for consumer products such as honey and coffee, or even milk. In these cases, while the brand is the same brand that the consumer might have to come to recognize and trust over decades, he may not know where his honey, coffee and milk now come from and what they are truly comprised of. 27 All he has is the inclination to "trust" that the brand continues to deliver the same product. 27 That is not to say that I am for banning or limiting exports from other countries. On the contrary, I believe this to be a sound practice. Indeed, research shows that it is unfair and wrong to close the doors to imports. All are entitled to compete and market their products; the problem starts when a business entity, generally a national of the state with an established mark, starts to market products of lesser quality (from a domestic or foreign source) under their brand. It is important to point out that the interrelationship between a mark and a place is not new. In fact, the laws pertaining to the protection of appellations of origin and the newer term (that was introduced by the TRIPS agreement) "geographical indications" do just that. The logic behind the creation of legal rights in such names is that the quality of the product is contingent on the geographical location in which it was harvested and/or produced.
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It is worth mentioning that the impact of outsourcing (or offshoring) is not limited to brands. This method of engaging in production and services rendering remains in contention. Various costs are associated with this method including loss of local employment opportunities, reduced quality. Some even identify a connection between off shoring and the value of realestate as well as the effect on the urban way of life.
29 Thus, this discussion pertaining to the effect that outsourcing has on marketing and branding fits well into this critical assessment of outsourcing.
E. Curbing Property Rights in Brands
When discussing the ramifications of trademarks or brands, one might be inclined to fall into a (logical) trap. That trap has to do with the fact that themselves on trusting consumers based on their brand loyalty Research, Report Series No. 1103 . In this research, Bardhan and Kroll assess the potential impact of the ongoing phenomenon of services offshoring (outsourcing). They caution that, in the U.S., 14 million jobs or 11% of the employed labor force is vulnerable and at risk to offshoring. They also allude to the potential impact of offshoring on real estate and on regional/metropolitan areas in the U.S. For more on the potential ramifications of outsourcing, see generally Satwik Seshasai & Amar Gupta, Global Outsourcing of Professional Services (MIT Sloan, Working Paper No. 4456-04, 2004) . registered (or even well known) trademarks or brands entail a property right. This property right can best be described as a right to sole use of such property and the right of a mark's owner to prevent unauthorized use of his mark. But from this, one cannot deduce that this property is unlimited in scope or that it entails no obligations. On the contrary, trademarks are a tool for communicating with the public, and, as such, they carry a promise (to do something) and the consumer expects that promise to be fulfilled. So in essence, while property over the use of the brand vests in the brand owner, that same owner has no correlated right to misuse or abuse the brand. That is because the property right that is vested in brands also entails a social or contractual responsibility towards the consumer. In my view, in property (both real and intellectual), rights and obligations, are interconnected. A property right in this regard is not absolute but rather curbed by other social interests that foster obligations. In terms of the relative nature of property rights (in Intellectual property), suffice it to mention the Exhaustion doctrine in the case of parallel imports where a "first sale" can disconnect the brand owner's right to dictate to whom and at what price the item bearing the mark can be resold. 30 Another example of the lack of absolute property in trademarks is that pertaining to the ability to cancel the registration of marks that have not been used for a consecutive term (generally three years).
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Indeed, when considering the property that is associated with brands, one simply cannot overlook the fact, that the customer has some interest in the brand and in how it is used by the brand owner and, more specifically, in the way that it is communicated to him. In my view, the rightsobligations interrelationship in intellectual subject matter (and in these brands) is even easier to justify and explain given that this type of property (namely brands) is used to provide information to the consumer, which information the latter uses to formulate his purchase decisions. Thus, the right in the mark entails a social interest to preserve the right of the consumer that he not be misled and thus, in turn, obligates the brand owner to operate within these preset parameters and to maintain the "identity" of his brand. 32 Loyalty of the brand then is the brand owner's obligation towards the consumer to maintain the brand's identity. It is an objective test-the identity of the brand through the eyes of the "reasonable" consumer.
These obligations that are placed on the brand owner are the response to what appears to be an asymmetrical system in English-American law whereby too much emphasis has been placed on the rights of trademark owners while too little attention has been given to the rights of consumers in this regard. Naser has observed that "the rights of trademark owners have recently expanded to extreme levels [and that] this has happened to the detriment of the rights of the consuming public and other traders and rivals." 33 However, I do not go as far as the Economic-Social Planning theory (cited by Naser), according to whom trademarks are in effect "'coauthored' by the public and trademark owners." 34 The ownership right that is vested in the trademark owner should be continuously subjected to obligations of said owner towards the consumers and the market at large because of their vested rights therein. 35 The Brand is a by-product of the collaboration between the mark's owner and the consumers. 36 32 A Brand is like a living person, it has character. It has a personality of its own. It is that personality that leverages the brand, and which consumers expect not to be deceiving. For more on the personality of the brand, see ROHIT BHARGAVA, PERSONALITY NOT INCLUDED: WHY COMPANIES LOSE THEIR AUTHENTICITY AND HOW GREAT BRANDS GET IT BACK 3 (2008) . Bhargava contends that "Personality is the key element behind your brand and what it stands for, and the story that your products tell to your customers. Every element of your business, from your interaction with your customers to the packaging of your product is an element in your brand personality." 33 Mohammad Amin Naser, Revisiting the Philosophical Foundations of Trademarks in the US and UK 1-2 (Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2010). Naser explains that "it is vital to provide a further theoretical framework, which could set out boundaries to protect trademark owners, and would be able to provide justice to trademark owners, the consuming public and other traders and rivals." 34 Naser, supra note 33, at 7. It is important to note that my approach with respect to trademarks fits well within the broader idea of an inherent linkage between property and social obligations. Indeed, the idea of the existence of obligations that are intertwined in property is now widely acceptable in the context of real property. It is referred to as the Social Obligation theory, and is perceived by some to be a worthy alternative to the law-and-economics theory, that is deemed to be "the dominant mode of theorizing about property in contemporary legal scholarship." 37 In his research, Alexander submits that this social obligation has always existed in (American) property law but has never been (until recently) "explicitly recognized as such nor systemically developed." It is worth mentioning that the idea of social obligation in property discourse is not only evident in U.S. legal thought, it has existed in other countries and cultures. 38 According to Alexander, this theory is "morally superior" because it "best promotes human flourishing, i.e., enabling individuals to live lives worthy of human dignity." 39 In his view "the social obligation theory holds that all individuals have an obligation to others in their respective communities to promote the capabilities that are essential to human flourishing (e.g., freedom, practical reasoning). For property owners this has important consequences. If we accept the existence of an obligation to foster the capabilities necessary for human the trade mark sign is something that both buyer and seller are making appear. It is a social value that you as receiver/consumer are party to creating. But the traders claim this as theirs solely. Hence there is a distortion of the transaction given by the very form of the name or mark that is attached to the commodity. TO MEDICINES 21 (2011) . Muzaka agrees with various research on the nature and rationales of intellectual property and observes that: "Market value is a socially created phenomenon which cannot be produced or controlled by an individual or company alone. It is clear that, far from being natural rights, the rights of IP-holders to receive all or most of the market value of their products are in fact socially created privileges and ought to be governed as such. flourishing, and if we understand that obligation extending to an obligation to share property, at least in surplus resources, in order to enhance the abilities of others to flourish, then it follows that, in the predictable absence of adequate voluntary transfers, the state should be empowered and may even be obligated to step in to compel the wealthy to share their surplus with the poor so that the latter can develop the necessary capabilities."
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Furthermore, Dagan and Heller (amongst others) can also in their respective research pertaining to the nature and scope of property rights, help us understand how it is possible to assign the brand (as property) to one entity but still allow for debate over the extent or nature of that property.
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When taking these ideas and applying them against the backdrop of brand owner's property over brands, the same brands that help generate his income from the public, one can clearly see the resemblance and the link: How can a brand owner benefit from brands that he owns while at the same time not own up to the standards that he himself has set for said brands in the eyes of the public? Clearly, this is not only immoral, but also it negates the social obligation of the brand owner, not to deviate from the "promise" that his brand carries with it. The mark's coverage at a given point in times needs to always be consistent with the image that it emits to the world. While in sculpting this constitutes an admirable form of art (and amazing 40 Id. at 745-46 (Alexander argues that " [a] proper understanding of the social obligation explains a remarkably wide array of existing legal doctrine in American property law, ranging from the power of eminent domain to the modern public trust doctrine. In some cases social obligation reaches the same result as law-and-economics, but in other cases it will not. Even where it reaches the same result as law and economics, social obligation theory provides a superior explanation. optical illusions) as in the wonderful works by Shigeo Fukuda or Ames; 42 in commerce (in the context of brands) this simply cannot be tolerated, and the law needs to create mechanisms to ensure that it does not continue to be practiced under the cover of the brand.
It is also worth noting, that this synthesis between property and obligation is, in my view, not only applicable to brands, but to all other fields of intellectual property. In two of my previously published research papers I have allude to this as well. The first paper dealt with the right of access to medicines at the expense, in some case, of the property right that is associated with the active ingredient that is at the heart of a pharmaceutical patent. In my second research paper I have also reflected on this social obligation whereby some property rights in the brand need to be reduced so as to allow for competition and market entry by (brand owning ) "newcomers" to the market.
III. ON THE PRACTICAL APPLICABILITY OF LOYALTY OF BRANDS
I have thus far established that the brand owner's (legitimate) right to engage in production and/or outsourcing does not entail a dormant right to "toy" with his product while hiding behind the brand. The brand owner has no right to engage in any modification of the product (in terms of quality or otherwise) in such manner that detracts from the product and ignores the obligations (and responsibility) that the ownership of the brand carries within.
But having established this, a practical question arises. What can the consumer and/or the laws do about this state of affairs? In my view, not only is this concept of Loyalty of the Brand a necessary and logical one, it is also attainable. In this chapter I shall shed light on the applicability of this concept. And I shall also explain how the brand owner can engage in a few steps that if undertaken, can indeed, be deemed to sufficiently fulfill that loyalty.
A basic "liberal" approach market to marketing would claim that nothing can really be done by way of direct intervention, about any lack of Loyalty of Brands. This approach would probably contend that the consumer-brand owner relationship needs to be defined by the market itself. That is that the market players namely the brand owner, his competitor and their consumers will logically act in their own subjective interests and that in such a process, the market will ultimately even things out in accordance with the conventional rules of supply and demand. In other words, this view calls for no intervention in the branding arena and assumes that consumers will ultimately express their preferences with respect to various brands. This obviously, is at best a gradual and slow process in which consumers on the basis of trial and error will shift to new brands. The reasoning for such a position might be along the lines the consumers today are essentially empowered through social media to share their experience, to alert each other and to publicize their grievances against a product or a service.
While this may be true to a limited extent given than consumers many a times simply do not have adequate information on which to base their assertions, this approach simply cannot in and of itself be the answer. What is more, any expectations that competitors will act to advise consumers is also wrong given that competitors my, rationally, choose to "overlook" problems with their competitors product, hoping for reciprocity as to their own fault. This then is a kind of negative prisoner dilemma that we often encounter in Game Theory simulations and in real life. But even, for the sake of argument, if these two mechanisms were applicable in branding, the question that poses itself is, is this enough?
In my view, this liberal market approach in not enough because its impact is limited to the ex-post and does not apply to the ex-ante nor provide for sufficient deterrence. In other words, while this might cause some consumer to elect not to buy such a product or service, it does nothing by way of holding the brand owner accountable to his own actions and provides no effective legal recourse to the consumer.
This section in the work is devoted to proposing a practical model for implementing and enforcing the concept of Loyalty of Brands. In this way the concept would become a practical tool in commerce and trade.
As I have demonstrated thus far, the Loyalty of the Brand constitutes the practical manifestation of the obligation that a brand owner has towards his consumers. It empowers consumers to translate the expectation in the brand to a legally recognized right that they are entitled to exercise against the brand owner. This would, hopefully, improve the branding culture for the benefit of consumer as well as fair competition and fair dealing in the market.
In my opinion, Loyalty of Brands should now constitute an independent or stand-alone legal cause of action. To my mind there should be no ambiguity as to its conceptual existence of this Loyalty, and thus similarly there needs be no ambiguity about it being an "offensive" rather than "reactionary" action by consumers. In other words, once a breach of Loyalty of Brands is established, then the way is paved for legal recourse against the brand owner. That is because the brand owner who initiated this wrongful action was in full control and could have opted not to cheat. In this regard, I would go as far as suggesting that trademark law should make room for "reverse" trademark infringement whereby the consumer can sue the brands owner for infringement (by way of disloyalty) of his own (i.e. the brands owner's) mark. As radical as this might seem, it is about defending the mark's existence and thus relevant subject matter under trademark law. Thus, if we are indeed bent on preserving this institution of trademarks and branding in its deepest form, then constructive ambiguity cannot be the order of the day. Rather, a clear cut rule would be required and should be applied.
With that being said, the Loyalty of the Brand principle can also exist absent a specific rule. That is to say, it can rest on recognized legal rights and/or norms. In this regard suffice it to mention six possible rules which, in my opinion can "host" such a doctrine until such time that a formal rule is enacted. They are, and not necessarily in the order to importance: the Good Faith Doctrine; Consumer Protection, Origin of Source, Unlawful Enrichment, a General Duty of Care, and, last but not least, Unfair Competition (use of misleading information). Thus, this chapter will, in its first section shed light on establishing a special rule with respect to Loyalty of Brands. In the second section of this chapter, I look at the other six legal doctrines on which one can base a legal action to enforce Loyalty of Brands. For the sake of simplicity, I shall refer to the first approach as direct legal enforcement of Loyalty of Brands and I shall refer to the second section as indirect legal enforcement of Loyalty of Brands.
A. Direct Legal Enforcement of Loyalty of Brands
To my mind, the bigger challenge in this context, I think, is not to prove the de-facto existence of Loyalty of Brands; rather, the challenge is to formulate a workable rule for the direct enforcement of this loyalty. But therein lies the problem. Any rule that is aimed at enforcing Loyalty of Brands from abuse by brand owners would need to be broad so as to cover various types of brands and a host of industries as well as various forms of disloyalty. Thus, to suggest a rigid rule would be tantamount to securing failure. Indeed, it would be very hard to envision a conclusive rule or set of rules. That is why the correct approach to formulating a direct approach to the enforcement of such loyalty would have to be in the form of a standard rather than a rule. Typically, such a standard would need to include a host of factors that need to be weighed in every time that such a claim arises. And so, without committing to any specific test I would say that the courts need to consider the case on its merits and to take into account the following (non-exhaustive) list of elements that need to be factored in:
a constituted a sufficient reason, in and of itself, to refrain from further purchase of the service or the product that are marketed under said brand? Once it is determined that the loyalty of the brand has been compromised, then it would be possible to initiate a legal action wherein the court would be asked to provide for remedies including ordering to the brand owner to notify consumers of discrepancy, and to provide some form of compensation (or restitution) that we compensate the consumer for the damage that he has sustained as a result of the brand owner's disloyally. With such a norm, trademark law would become complete, in that it not only addresses the interests of the brand owner but that it also addresses and protects the interests of all who interact with the protected brand. In my view, there is no reason that trademark law should focus only on the mark owner and his rights. Just as the law of contracts, trusts, etc. deal with the rights and obligations of all involved, that is how trademark law should approach the market in a more comprehensive manner.
B. Indirect Legal Enforcement of Loyalty of Brands
Having established that a direct legal rule is the preferred approach, it is important to acknowledge that enacting such a rule may take time. But while such a rule might not be readily available, it is important to take stock of the six legal doctrines and norms stated above that can in and of themselves provide effective enforcement for Loyalty of Brands. Thus, in my opinion, even today, courts can enforce Loyalty of the Brand by basing their findings on one (or more) of the legal doctrines, detailed below, and which already exist in our legal systems:
Consumer Protection
The laws of consumer protection set out to empower consumers by allowing them to independently bring suit against any manufacturer, seller or service provider who has provided him with incorrect information or who has failed to provide relevant information pertaining to the product or service. 44 This, again, is based on the notion that consumers need to be advised of all relevant information pertaining to choices because the consumers are predominantly in a continuous state of information deficiency. That is to say that in their relationship with the commercial actors, consumers are not playing on a level playing field, but rather battling a built-in bias that is to be found in all commercial transactions of this nature. Production date, ingredients, location of production, weight, expiry date, and warnings are just a few examples of the information that is in the hands of the manufacturer or seller or service providers. Thus, it is no wonder that consumer protection is there to even the playing field.
This notion underlying consumer protection is clearly aligned with the Loyalty of Brands concept, whereby information pertaining to the deviation from a brand's true qualities and image could adversely lead consumers to making commercial decisions that they would not have made had it not been for that omission of information pertaining to the change in the brand. Given that the brand encapsulates much for the information pertaining to the characteristics of the product, there is absolutely no reason why it should be excluded from consumer protection doctrine. Thus, any deviation from the standards of loyalty by the brand owner to his customers should also constitute a sufficient cause of action by the consumers against the brand owner. What is more, the long lists of circumstances that are associated with consumer deception are sufficiently broad (and flexible) so as to encompass Loyalty of Brand as well.
Origin of Source
Origin of source, the second of the existing legal bases for establishing a Loyalty of the Brand claim, is especially helpful in cases involving offshore outsourcing activity. Indeed, if we can determine that a specific brand is associated with a specific country or region, then any deviation from such production while maintaining the same exact brand could lead to an infraction in the Loyalty of Brands. This logic is akin to that used by the laws protecting "Appellations of Origin" and "Geographical Indications." plaintiff would need to substantiate, through the use of objective tests, that there is in fact a direct link between consumer expectation of the brand and the venue in which the branded goods were produced or manufactured or where services were rendered.
Unlawful Enrichment
The doctrine of "Unlawful Enrichment" is intended to cover cases in which one party unduly harvests benefits based on the efforts of others. In such a case where an action amounts to unlawful enrichment, the aggrieved party is entitled to seek restitution from the defendant. 46 Such restitution is generally aimed to cause the defendants to pay to the plaintiff an amount that is equivalent to the scope of enrichment earned by the defendant, and which was generated unlawfully. Given this broad definition, it is possible to construct a legal claim whereby, if the owner of the brand earns more (also due to reduction of costs) then a consumer can seek restitution of the difference if he shows that the defendant has capitalized on the loyalty of the consumer towards the brand without actually meeting his own duty of loyalty towards that consumer base.
Fiduciary Duty of Care
An additional tool that, although general in nature, should be considered is the general duty of care that should be placed on all brand owners vis-à-vis their respective clients. In other words, given that the band constitutes the primary, and in some cases the only, line of communication between the brand owner and his consumers, it is logical to assume the existence of a de facto duty of care, according to which, the brand owner should refrain from deviating from the brand's essence, even if such deviation constitutes an economically rational action (on his part) at a given point in time. This connection between Loyalty of Brand and the duty of care, that underlies the tort of negligence, is not a difficult one, given the fact that the latter has been broadly interpreted in legal thought and 47 ) It is worth noting that even with respect to the fiduciary duty, D. Gordon Smith contends that restitution is the usual remedy for a breach. 48 
Good Faith
Good faith is an even more expansive, and some would argue vague, legal term that is intended to test if one party have acted in accordance with a specific threshold of morality and disclosure to another party. 49 As I have already stated earlier, while the good faith requirement originates in contract law, it is seen as one that is applicable to all commercial and procedural conduct as well as other fields such as corporate law. 50 In other words, one should not only act in accordance with the letter of the law, but also with a reasonable level of morality by way of disclosure or ascertaining existing legal rights and procedures that he is entitled to demand. So in this regard, when the brand owner elects to use his brand in a manner that falls below the promise of his brand, or the basic characteristics or attributes that define the brand in the eyes of the consumer, then he can be seen as acting contrary to good faith and hence creating a cause of action against him by consumers.
Fair Competition Practices
Last but not least, it is also possible to enforce Loyalty of Brands by involving competitors. When a brand deviates from its promise, not only does the consumer stand to lose but so too do the brand's competitors. That is because an infraction in the context of Loyalty of Brands impacts consumer preferences among various competing products. Thus, Loyalty of Brands should also be seen as a form of unfair competition and it should therefore involve competitors in this action. In my view, competitors in such cases need to be authorized and legally empowered to initiate independent legal action against the brand owner. Such action would be done because of the direct interest that the competitors have in the matter. What is more, such action can also function as a form of proxy action on behalf of consumers because of the products or services that are sold to them under false pretenses. This legal construct is a form of proxy claim and is not new to the law. Consider for example cases wherein a specific group of shareholders (or external actors) initiate a proxy law suit against management if and when the general interests of shareholders are put in unjustified risk. 51 This same logic can be applied to consumers' interests wherein brand disloyalty of the brand owner is involved.
In concluding this segment, I should note the above-mentioned legal tools that can support my Loyalty of Brand are not mutually exclusive, but are intended to complement one another. That is because they all stem from the basic notion of fairness, though they diverge to cover specific angles in a given state of affairs.
In terms of procedure, all of these causes of action (both the direct and the indirect) can be initiated in one of three ways: first, through an independent claim filed by a single customer. Here, the consumer would be seeking compensation for the brand's default on its loyalty obligation. Second, it would be important to allow for filing of derivative/proxy lawsuits by other interested parties, such as competitors or organizations that represent the consumer, or the state, if need be. substantially, it is important to recognize the loss of the brand (based on any of the above mentioned causes of action) as a basis for filing a class action law suit. This, in all likelihood, would be the option that is most invoked against disloyal brand owners because this method would provide the biggest incentive to the individual plaintiff. This would also create the most impactful deterrence for brand owners not to default on the loyalty of their brand.
C. The Impact of Loyalty of Brands on Brand Owners
In line with the importance of the Loyalty of Brand that I have highlighted above, it seems as though the responsibility for maintaining Loyalty of Brand should rest with the brand owner given that he is the cheapest cost avoider. That is to say, the owner of the brand knows exactly how he has deviated from the brand's initial identity and why. In doing so, he has most likely weighted the costs against the benefits and has elected to undertake such a calculated step. Thus, he too, can backtrack on such a policy if and when it becomes too costly marketing wise, i.e. when fewer and fewer consumers are happy with the product. So the best and most efficient method in which to secure the Loyalty of Brand is to simply hold the brand owner accountable. In this way, the brand owner can make strategic steps in which to mitigate the effects of the costs that are associated with the loss of Loyalty of Brand, such as sufficient notice, subbrands, compensation funds, rebates, etc.
I predict that the successful application of the brand loyalty would ultimately change the strategic and tactical approaches of brand owners to branding. And that is to be welcomed! On the strategic level, brand owners should first understand and appreciate the crucial importance of their (brand) asset. All those engaged with all the stages of product (or service) that will be marketed under the brand should come to appreciate the fact that the brand encapsulates all of the values and consumption experiences that the brand creates in the minds of consumers. A brand is no less than the emotional umbilical cord that the brand owner has with the market.
Once this view filters downstream and upstream in a corporation, then all those engaged in production will be more attuned not only to the choices that they have (e.g. outsourcing) but more importantly, to the limitation that they must impose upon themselves, given the need to preserve the brand.
Furthermore, and on the same strategic level, the brand owner (and his subordinates) should come to appreciate that the brand is not a facade of sorts, but rather an indicator. Hence, the assumption that a winning brand can mend all wrong is a grave misconception. Brands have a specific degree of elasticity, and once they are pulled too much they can tear, exposing the weak product that they were trying to cover in the first place.
What is more, this strategic acceptance of the importance of brands needs to be compounded by a strategic policy relating to outsourcing and its limitations. Here a company needs to formulate a clear policy relating to outsourcing vis-à-vis brands. Here, the decisionmakers in a brand-owning corporation need to demand a deeper insight into the ramifications of outsourcing before engaging in such conduct. Consider for example the service sector; the brand owner in such a sector should not be satisfied with an increased volume of calls, but, more so, he needs to take stock of other indicators such as the level of satisfaction with the service that has been rendered. The same applies to products. Focusing on cost-saving in materials and an impressive bottom-line in a given period of time may backfire on the company if and when the consumer loses trust in the brand. But in any case, if indeed customers are empowered to initiate a legal action based on Loyalty of Brand, then that would add to the brand owner's incentive to really care about customer satisfaction. In this way, the slogan that "every customer counts" would become a reality, thus changing the branding culture, the commercial paradigms, and boosting truth in advertising. is committed to the brand, that it will provide products and services of equal quality (as the brand owner had done before), and that consumer satisfaction is periodically checked to ensure no drop therein. Above all, it remains the duty of the brand owner to educate the outsourcer as to the promise that the brand carries and to make sure that said outsourcer will work diligently within those parameters. In essence, such steps are not only intended to maintain the quality of the brand; they also serve to protect the interests of the brand owner as well. Even more so, such steps are the most effective method to ensure the same Loyalty of Brand. After all, it is clear that the brand owner remains the cheapest cost avoider.
D. On the Law of Attraction and the Law of Reaction
Before concluding this work, I should like to use another metaphor that pertains to attraction. Brand loyalty is about attraction; it is what draws consumers to certain marks and services and keeps them there. In my view, Loyalty of Brand is the adhesive that keeps the consumer loyalty to the brand. So, if indeed a brand does "attract" a consumer based on a sublime set of promises, it is only natural to expect and demand that these promises are kept.
That is why I propose the "A.T.T.R.A.C.T." as a fitting acronym of my proposed model. A.T.T.R.A.C.T. represents the logical and fair reaction to a brand's attraction. It defends the basic interests of the consumer based on the promise that the brand owners makes through his respective brand. The seven letters stand for summaries of the main themes of my proposal:
Accountability: This proposed concept, at its essence, is about the brand owner's obligation to maintain the quality of his brands and not to alter their use in any form that hampers the stability of their commercial image. In a nutshell, the concept is all about the brand's obligation (through the conduct of its owner) to maintain the quality of products covered by his brand to a level that meets the level of brand loyalty that is manifested by the consumer towards said brand. That is to say, brand owner is not at liberty to tamper (at-will) with the quality or characteristics of the goods or services that he markets under his brand, because the brand is, in more ways than one, a public rather than a private good. Just as competitors are not entitled to free ride on another's good will so too the brand owner cannot free ride on the consumers' inherent loyalty towards his own brand.
Trustworthiness: When consumers lower their defenses and become ever receptive to all the products that the brand has to offer, they base their decisions and actions on the discretion of the brand owner and where he chooses to take
